li'I  TPll:;  HATTi:?.  OF  a  coi::];la:j }i L  by  I-Ira. 
£hnro]i  Fi'oc"nr-i,  that-  chc  v;;tj  denied 
the  occuj;ancy  of  p.  dN/ollin^  unit  in 
a  "buildiUi;;  that  contaj.n^  Hiore  thcai 
three  self-contained  dwelD.in^i  UTiita 
because  of  her  race  and  colotir  on  or 
about  Koveinbcr  5rd,  19^5,  in  the  City 
of  Windsor  at  1240  fa'(i,yle  Koad,  V/ind- 
sor,  Ontario  by  I-'ir,  and  Krs.  liichacl 
Basch,  ov.iiers,  of  the  City  of  V.'indsor, 
Ontario, 
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IN  THE  I'iAVTK:;  OF  a  cor.'iO.aint  by  Mrc.  Slicvcm  Froc'-rji,  thr/L 
ijhe  v/an  denied  the  occupcncy  of  a  dv/ellin^^  iu-iit  in  a  build- 
ing tliao  coniainc;  r.oi'i;  than  throe  cclf- contaijied  6\!clli:ic. 
units  because  of  her  race  aiid  colour  on  or  about  llovciriber 
3rd,  1965,  in  tiie  City  of  Vindiior  at  1248  Icci^y3.e  Road, 
Windsor,  Ontai'io  by  Mr,  and  Mrs.  Michael  Baseh,  ov/ncr:;,  of 
the  City  of  V/indsor,  Ontario. 


Board  of  Inquiry  -         His  Honour,  Jud^c  L.  A.  Deziel 


Appearances; 

Charles  L.  Uubin,  Esq.,  Q.  C., 

Counsel  for  The  Ontario  Human  liights 
Counaission, 

A.  R.   Gatti ,  Esq.  , 

Counsel  for  I'-'ir*  and  Mrs.  Michael-  Basch. 

Br.  Baniel^G.  Hill, 

Director  of  The  Ontario  Human  Rights 
Commission. 


To  The  Ontario  Human  Rights  Commission  and  to  the 
Honourable  H,  L,  Rov/ntree,  Minister  of  Labour  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario. 

n  —  -LT  . 

Pursuant  to  my  appointment  by  the  Minister  of 
Labour  on  the  7th  day  of  January,  1966,  as  a  Board  of 
Inquiry  under  Tlie  Ontaj:io  Human  Rights  Code  to  inquire 
into  tlie  above- cited  complaint,  I  ari'anged  for  a  hearing 
to  be  held  on  Saturday,  the  ISth  day  of  Pebruar"y»  1966, 
in  Court  Room  No.  1  in  the  Coimty  Court  House  at  V/indsor, 
Ontario, 

Before  opening  the  hearing,  counsel  met  with  me 
and  discussed  the  course  that  the  inquiry  might  take  and  | 
it  was  indicated  to  me  at  that  time  that  there  had  been  j 
two  material  changes  v;hich  v/ould  affect  the  course  of  j 
the  hearing:  firstly,  the  premises  in  question  at  1248 
Argyle  Road  had  been  sold  cind  conveyed  by  the  ovmers  to  ^ 
a  third  party  \iho  is  not  concerned  with  the  complaint 
made;  and,  secondly,  that  the  coniplainant  had  been  able 
to  find  suitable  accommodation  v/hich  she  preferred  to  t}:e 
subject  property  and,  consequently,  she  v.'as  no  longer 
interested  in  obtaining  accommodation  in  the  said  premises. 
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At  wy  s\'r;oCr;tion ,  co..air;ol  for  tho  Corninj..«:;3ion  r.nd 
Dr.  Hill  wot  with  the  ccni'laincmt  to  diccurjc  her  \iizhoz 
and  after  the  raectin(;  v/ith  her,  I  v/au  advised  tliat  jjlxc 
did  not  v/isli  to  pursue  her  complaint  to  the  point  of  a 
prosecution  if  such  v/ere  to  be  recoii.rnanded  Ly  ne. 

The  hearing  v/as  convened  and  the  facts  of  the 
case  were  outlined  to  me  and  such  facts  v;cre  agreed  to 
and  accepted  by  counsel  for  Mr,  and  Mrs.  Micliael  Easch. 

On  the  said  facts,  it  v/as  obvious  and  apparent 
that  in  the  normal  course  of  the  inquiry  I  v;ould  have 
recommended  to  the  Honourable  Minister  tliat  a  prosecut- 
ion be  undertaken  against  the  ovmers  of  the  premises  and 
I  so  stated.    However,  I  felt  bound  to  act  in  accordajice 
with  the  wishes  of  the  complainant  that  no  prosecution 
be  recommended  and,  accordingly,  I  directed  the  ov.ners 
to  prepare,  sign  and  deliver  an  apology  to  the  cor.iplain- 
ant  and  her  husband  and  I  made  it  clear  that  the  said 
apology  v/as  to  be  in  the  strongest  terms  which  the  ov/ners 
could  conpoRe. 

I  the2i  recessed  the  hearing  to  permit  a  letter 
of  apology  to  be  inscribed  and  on  being  advised  that  the 
letter  had  been  prepsired  and  signed,  I  reconvened  the 
hearing. 

Coimsel  for  the  ov/ners  read  the  letter  of  apology 
which  had  been  prepared  and  it  v/as  then  tendered  to  coun- 
sel for  the  comniission,  who  tendered  the  same  to  the  com- 
plainant v/ho  v/as  given  an  opportunity  to  read  it. 

I  then  asked  the  complainant  if  she  v;as  satisfied 
with  the  tone  and  language  of  the  apology  and  she  indicat 
that  she  v/as.    Accordingly,  I  aimoimccd  that  I  v/ould  re- 
commend to  you  that  no  further  action  be  talcen  in  this 
case. 

Attached  hereto  as  part  of  this  report  is  a  photo 
stated  copi'  of  the  apology  together  with  an  original  let- 
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ter  £ddres£;od  to  "j'he  0.'it:irio  Human  Ri^^hti;  Coc;i;iic:jion  jjiGiicd 
by  the  ovrjicrs.    Further  attached  as  part  of  this  report 
are  Exhibits  1,  2  and  3»  v/hich  v/erc  filed  by  coujLcel  for 
the  conmission. 

All  of  v/hich  is  respectfully  yubniitted. 

(Signed)  L,  A.  Deziel,  Judge  

Board  of  Inquiry. 


DATED  AT  Windsor,  Ontario,  this  22nd  day  of  February, 
1966. 
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